Food dictates the amount of energy available for self-maintenance, growth and reproduction, 30 and thus directly affects fitness (Lack 1954 , Martin 1987 . However, other ecological factors, 31 including weather, predation, competition and individual experience modify the immediate 32 importance of food supply as a limiting factor on fitness (Krüger 2004 , Robb et al. 2008 ).
33
The relationship between food availability and breeding success is important in wildlife 34 management and has been tested frequently (see Newton 1998 , González et al. 2006 , Margalida 35 2010 . As different stages in the breeding period require varying energy inputs, and food 36 availability fluctuates temporally, the influence of food may change throughout the season 37 (Lack 1954 , Robb et al. 2008 . However, the interaction between food supply and stage of 38 breeding is investigated infrequently (Gill & Hatch 2002) .
39
The importance of food during the breeding season has been tested in supplementary feeding 40 experiments (e.g. Newton 1998). Often food added during the pre-laying stage increases clutch 41 size and brings forward laying date, most notably when territory quality or natural food 42 availability is poor (Newton & Marquiss 1981 , Dijkstra et al., 1982 , Nager et al., 1997 .
43
Although similar studies have contradictory results, many suggest that an increase in clutch 44 size does not necessarily translate to an increase in number of fledglings (Newton & Marquiss 45 1981, Korpimäki & Wiehn 1998 , Millon et al. 2008 . In addition, food provided during the 46 post-hatching stage can influence the success of inexperienced pairs and those in poor quality 47 habitats (González et al. 2006 , Byholm & Kekkonen 2008 and early brood size was examined, the two treatment groups fed before egg laying were 98 combined (groups 1 + 3 = 'pre-fed'), as were the two treatment groups not fed before egg laying
99
(groups 2 + 4 = 'not pre-fed'). Similarly, where the effect of treatment on the number of 100 fledglings was examined, those groups fed after hatching were combined (groups 2 + 3 = 'post-101 fed') as were the two treatments groups not fed after hatching (groups 1 + 4 = 'not post-fed') 102 to create a second two-level factor. This allowed the independent effects of supplementary 103 feeding before-and-after egg laying to be examined whilst their interaction effect (i.e Pre- hatching removed the negative impact of low quality habitat (Fig. 1) . Table S1 ) and the disproportionally large effect that 175 stochastic events may have had on the outcome of the experiment. For example, siblicide 176 occurred at three nests, two of which were in treatment group 2 (fed after eggs hatched), and a freshly dead chick (>5 days old) was found at the base of a tree in an exposed site in treatment The results of this study suggest that diversionary feeding as a measure to reduce losses of 
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Natural habitat PCA scores between treatments
A General Linear Model (GLM) was conducted using the Habitat PCA scores as the dependent variable, assuming a normal distribution (tested for a priori using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) and an identity link function where there was no difference between scores between buzzard pairs that were Pre-fed and those not pre-fed (Fdf=1,22 = 1.148, p=0.296; Fig. S1 left pair) or those Post-fed and those not post-fed (Fdf=1,22 = 0.327, p=0.573; Fig. S1 middle pair) or with the interaction of both two-level factors i.e. the four experimental treatment groups (Fdf=1,22 = 1.369, p=0.255; Fig. S1 right four) . These results were confirmed by non-parametric MannWhitney U tests (U=63, p=0.297 and U=106, p=0.274 respectively) and a Kruskal-Wallis test (χ 2 df=3 = 3.567, p=0.312). Thus by every measure, Habitat PCA scores were not confounded between the treatment groups. 
